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THE DIRECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE SRR CO
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20505
National Intelligence Officers SP - 55/78
24 February 1978
MEMORANDUM FOR: » OSR 25X1
OSR
OWI
FROM: National Intelligence Officer for Strategic Programs
SUBJECT: Discussion with Mr. Schwiller of House Armed Services
Committee Staff
1. This is to remind you that per agreement between the DCI and
Congressman Stratton we are to meat with Mr. Schwiller in my office from
9-10 a.m. on Monday, 27 February. Purpose is to compare methodologies of
NIE force comparisons and HAC study of counterforce capabilities.
Schwiller was principal staffer on the HAC study.
2. Attached for your reference are copies of the HAC study and 25X1
analysis of it. 25X1
3. I propose the following discussion topics:
a. Our approach and differences between it and HAC approach.
I I 25X1
b. Soviet silo conversion program| / 5
/ c. Multiple targeting against silos| o3
4. Mr. Schwiller has SI and TK clearances.
25X1
Howard Stoertz, Jr.
Attachments
25X1
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. 23 February 1978

MEMORANDUM FQR: NIO/SP

SUBJECT : House Armed Services Committee Report;
Strategic Missile Counterforce Capability,
United States vs. The Soviet Union

1. This study, read into the Congressional Record
by Representative Stratton on.January 23 1978, addressed
itself to the following questions:

"Does the United States now possess a
secure and survivable land-based intercontinental
ballistic missile deterrent?

Could the United States, even in a first
strike situation, destroy the land-based inter-
continental ballistic missile capability of the
Soviet Union in order to prevent a retaliation

by those forces?

Could the Soviet Union in a first strike
situation, destroy the land-based intercontinental
missile forces of the United States so as to.
prevent a retaliation by those forces?"

2. The study was concerned only with the vulner-
ability of land-based ICBMs and, therefore, is not
comparable to the residual ana1y51s presented by the DCI
to the House Armed Services Committee. Furthermore,
only missiles, both ICBMs and SLBMs, were considered
in the analysis and the large hard target potential
of the US bomber force was not illustrated as in the NIE.

3.  The principal ﬁindings of the study are:
- "This study shows that the land-based
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)

forces of the United States are vulnerable at
this time and that they will become more
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vulnerable within the next four to five years
as the accuracy of the Soviet ICBM's improves.
A careful analysis shows that, if the entire
available force of ICBM's and sea-launched
ballistic missiles. (SLBM) of the United States
were to be targeted on 1,300 silos considered
to be operational within the Soviet Union,
at best about 16 percent of the Soviet missile
silos would be put out of action by current
U.S. systems. This percentage could increase
to 68 percent by the 1980's only if the 550
MINUTEMAN III missiles are upgraded in accuracy
and yield per current U,S. Air Force plans.
Conversely, the study shows that due to
the high yields of Soviet missile warheads
and the lack of sufficient hardening of the
silos in the United-States, the Soviet Unién
could put out of action a large fraction of all
United States land-based ICBM's and still
have a considerable percentage of its land-based
missiles and all of it's sea- based missile forces
available for other targets.' :

4, Their conclusions about Minuteman vulnerability
are generally consistent with the judgments 1n the NIE
although many of the details are different. Differences
in the methodology they used for analyzing silo vulner-
ability and the characteristics assumed for US and
Soviet systems result in an assessment of Soviet ICBM
vulnerability, however, which appears to be at odds with
that contalned in the NIE :

5. Their methodology "assumes that a sufficient
number of reentry vehicles (RV) carrying warheads will
be targeted on each silo so as to assure a 75 percent
probability of destruction', The number of RVs targeted
on each silo is based upon the achievement of this 75
percent probability of damage and is not constrained by
fratricide considerations as in the NIE. Hence, as the
- Soviet MIRVed ICBM force grows, this methodology would
~give the Soviets somewhat greater: capablllty than
‘'illustrated in the NIE.

SECRET
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6. To assess the vulnerability of the Soviet ICBM
force, each of the 1300 Soviet silos is assumed to. be
hardened to withstand 3500 psi of overpressure. While
this figure is consistent with the estimated hardness of
the converted Soviet silos, we believe the Soviets will
not increase the hardness of their entire force to that
level until the mid 1980s. Hence, we evaluate current
Soviet TCBM vulnerability using a much lower figure
(around 1,000 psi) for most of the force--only 504
silos are estimated to be ' converted by 1 July 1978.

7. Because it takes, for example, 9 Minuteman RVs
to achieve a 75 percent probability of damage against a
3500 psi Soviet target, ‘it would take the entire Minute-
man ITI force to attack about 180 Soviet silos using
this criteria. " They use the entire US missile force
of ICBM's and SLBM's to attack the Soviet ICBM force
and there is no residual missile capability.

8. Because US bombers are not considered in the
analysis and because ‘all US missiles are used in attacking
Soviet silos, this study would tend to suggest that there
would be no capability remaining to the US following a
first strike against the Soviet land-based force. Hence,
it would appear to contradict the results presented by
the DCI. Their allocation, however, is unrealistic in
evaluating residual capabilities,

9. There are a number of differences in the character-
istics of both US and Soviet weapon systems which would
cause different results even if the same methodology were
used. For example, this study used a CEP of 0.10 nm for
the improved Minuteman IIT while 0.12 nm was used in the
NIE calculations. Similarly, a yield of 290 kt was
used for the SS-19 Mod 2 rather than the NIE best estimate
of 700 kt. On balance, however, it is the methodology, the
exclusion of bombers, and the use of the entire Soviet ICBM
force at the converted silo hardness figure that cause
the inconsistency between the NIE and this study.

25X1

OSR/SE/F
. "3"

. SECRET

Approved For Release 2007/03/09 : CIA-.RDP85BOO134R000200080007-4




these measures. They will be controversial
even then, but the debate can center on
what I am proposing rather than my sup-

"' posed political motivation in proposing it.

Underlying these issues, Incidentally, is the
widespread belief that everything a politi-
cian does is self-serving. It is my bellef that
most politiclans—even those with whom I
almost always -disagree—generally do what
they think is right and in the best interest
of their constituents.

The Watergate affalr seems to have
changed a healthy American skepticism for
politicians into an unhealthy cynicism. This
will not serve the Republic well m the long

-Toran.

- Also, on a philosophical note; When Eric
Sevareid retired from CBS he urged journal-
ists to “not underestimate the intelligence of

- the audience and not overestimate its infor-

mation.” It's an excellent concept for poli-
ticians too.

. The average citizen, occupied with earn-
ing. a living and a host of matters affecting
his daily life, cannot learn all the complex
detalls of all the issues that we are elected to

. - spend full time learning about. But that lack
. of information often leads people to ask for
: faster, simpler answers than can be found.

I used to believe In simple answers too.
But the longer I have served the more I be-

. ..come convinced. there are no easy solutions

to complex problems. And most of our prob-
lems are complex.” .
It took we human bemgs many thousands

- .0of years to create some of these problems. It

took death, wars, prisons, child abuse, pov-
erty, ignorance, famine, prejudice, hatred,
insecurity a.nd a lot of other things to spawn
most of our-problems. We're simply not going ~
o develop eﬁectlve solut!ons to them over-
night.

Yet, when people are burting, when they
are angry, when their futures are jeopardized,
perhaps they need a leader who can more
«asfly share their desire for ready, eesy
answers. Dealing with slow, difficult and com-
plex solutions rarely meets the demands of.

. an impatient society; be it blacks burning

the cities or fishermen denied the right to

.. fish or farmers demanding 100 percent of

parity-—now. .
. But then, being the patient counselor may -

- well be the role of the philosopher, the
" priest and the teacher—not the politician.

. Finally, let me say that I understand better

" foday than I did 15 years ago when I first -

ran for office the attitude of Thomas Jeffer-

son: that elective office 1s 'a gift the people

give you, not the other way around. Being..
Congressman for the people of the Second

District of Washington has-been an experi-.
ence so rewarding, so challenging and, over-.
€11, so gratifying that I sometimes wonder

that & young ‘man trom Monroe rea.lly made

1t.

B I will cherish this gltt-—the opportunity to :
. participate in some of the great declslons
: of our times-~all my life. . s )

" AMERICANS BURIED IN THE -
" PANAMA CANAL ZONE

" -(Mr. ROBERTS asked and was.given
permissmn to extend his remarks at

"“-this point in the ReEcorp and to include

extraneous matter.) . - )
Mr. ROBERTS. -Mr. Speaker,’ much

,""has already been said about the proposed -

Panama Canal Treaty and there will be
additional debate on the treaty-within
the next few weeks and months. I shall

" -not dwell on the proposal except to say

that I think it needs to be thoroughly re-
viewed and-debated as there remam 50
many unanswered questions R
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should direct attention to the substa.nce of

January 23 1978 -

1 am concerned about the dxsposxtion the process of endmg over 74 years of
of two cemeteries in the Canal Zone, official presence in the Canal Zone. One
in which American veterans are interred. of the lasting memorials and reminders
There are two American cemeteries of that presence will be the cemeteries
within the zone--Corozal Cemeteéry on' containing the graves of Americans, to
the Pacific side, and Mount Hope Ceme- which I have referred. While we must
tery on the Atlantic side. These ceme- show proper reverence and respect to the
teries come within the jurisdiction of . graves of all’ Americans, I am particu-
the Panama Canal Company, and ac- larly concerned about the future of the
cording to the VA, they were initially -grave sites of the American veterans in-
established for the burial of employees of - terred in these cemeteries. While these
the Company. The Company is a corpo- cemeteries are not in the United States,
rate agency of the Government of the they nonetheless are a piece of America
United States. It operates under the which will be a perpetual monument to
direction of a Board of Directors ap- those who served our Nation during the
pointed by the Secretary of the Army. years of our excluswe operation of the
Management is by a staff comparable - canal. ™
in selection and status to career per-_:
sonnel under the U.S. Civil Service and~- ted to deteriorate, the graves must not
includes certain U.S. mmtary ofﬁcers be .allowed to be desecrated, especially
assigned to the organization. ™ .. those who served in our Armed Forces. I

The mission of the Company is to  have always been strongly committed to E

“efficiently operate and maintain the " " the. principle that proper respect and

“These cemeteries must not be permit~ .4 |

Panama Cabal as well as the business- -
ever they may be buried. The.fact that - !
these veterans’ graves are far from their .-

type activities incidental to operations -
of the canal and to the Canal Zone Gov-
ernment.” - .. e

Under - the draft Pa.na,ma. Cana.l

Treaty, the Corozal Cemetery would re- -
main under U.S. control until the cansal .
" is completely returned to the confrol of -

the Government of Panama. The other, -
Mount Hope, would pass immediately
to Panamanian control following rati-
fication of the proposed treaty. I under- _
stand no provision was made in the-
treaty for maintenance or other dispo-
sition of Mount Hope, - : ;

Mount Hope contains the graves of
1,332 Americans, of whom 175 are vet- -

36,878 non-Americans, all of whom .

were involved in some way in the con-
struction or operation of the canal smce
the canal operation began in 1903..
‘The . Corozal Cemetery contains the
graves of 741 veterans, In each cemetery -
thé graves are not restricted to an area-

---set aside for veterans, but scattered ;

throughout the cemetery.

The Panama Canal Compa.ny has re- X Mr STR.A‘I'I‘ON Mr Speaker, the ade- %
ceived several requests for the disinter-* quacy of America’s strategic nuclear de-

ment of remains for return to the::

United States. I am advised by the State& importance, but especially now with ne--

Department and the Department of the™

Army that they are considering, on-a~

preliminary basis, several altematlv
They are: =
‘Pirst. Negotxating an a,greement wi

Panama ~wherein the Government - of -

Panama would agree to contn}ue and’ s pact will- the new SALT agreement, 8S

-reported in the press, be likely to have oo
“whether we can counton havmg enough x

. sume responsibility for maintaining the.; 12 the future?.

" graves of the 1,332 Amencans, buried in™

maintain these cemeteries.

~. Second: Authorizing - the America.n.

Battle Monuments ' Commission to- as-~

the two cemeteries. L s
Third. Enactment of leglslatlon t.ha.t
would provide for-the disinterment and

‘reinterment, in a national.cemetery in.

the TUnited States at Govemmgnt
expense. .

. Mr., Speaker it was aptly st.a.ted ma.ny
yvears ago by e British Prime Minister, -
“Let me see the way a nation reveres its

© o (,

dead, and I will show you with a mathe-
matical certitude the quality ‘of civili-™

zatlon of that nation " We are now_in

history.

- and respect as presently prevails.

_we can safely cot back our existing U~ 3

honor shall be provided to veterans whier-

.-original - homes in the United States
should be the basis for a redoubling of

our efforts to assure that-the ¢ause for

‘which these veterans: served in our
-Armed Forces shall live. and that their
‘grave _sites will represent our Nation
as a proud remembrance of their contri-
bution to this great Nation and the suc-
cessful operation of the Panama Canal 3
during a. crucial penod of American

I have asked the’ chairma.n of our

Subcommittee on Cemeteries and Burial

Benefits to schedule early hearings on

_erans. It also contains the:graves of- this matter so that we can be sure the -3
remains of Americans buried in the

Canal Zone shall not be desecrated and
will continue to receive the same care

The SPEAKER pro .fempore, (Mr.

MOFFETT) . Under a previous-order of the B

House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr Smn‘on) 1s recognized for 10 min-

- terrent force is always a matter of major

gotiations underway in Geneva looking

toward a SALT II Treaty that could im- ..}
pose new restraints.on strategic nuclear 3

forces, both American and Soviet. A
.Actordingly the questions recur: What ~;

is enough when it comes to such forces? ::
Do:‘we-presently have enough? What im- " 4

-Dealing - with such questxons is diffi- .3
“cult because- there -are many different «
opinions, and people adhere to them witB
considerable vehemence. The “hawks”
say we do not have enough, and that our -4
deterrence vis-a-vis the Soviets needs
improvement - and reinforcement. The
“doves” say -we ‘not only have enough
but perhaps more than enough, so th

clear forces.*

-Those who support ‘this latter positiod
point out that while the Soviets may €~
ceed us 1n total throw Weight and in the




yield ol ma.mr of the!r m!sslla, we have wtemgence but on}ybersonal estimates as . tion. -or./stmtegic Anferlority—a condition
more individual warheads and hence ‘are - to-the. time at which the .Soviets can be -~ Which can only grow worse if an agreement .
“at the very least in a position of “rough: cexpected to.make certain mprovements ?ﬁ:‘{m:?gglggf U’-‘?_Wd States, but- %b{J
nuclear equivalence” with the Russians, ;- zm'their ‘nuclear. capabmties ooy s, IR
Some of those who-argue this wayalso ;.- : - .»One -other.. observation :
.espouse -the view——expressed on-occasion~* Downey chart have -‘almost umform}y as- . Those who argue that when it comes to
by both Mr. Warnke and Dr. Kissinger—= ’sumed that the Soviets will not have un- nuclear -deterrence numbers are ‘mean--
that in such ‘matters. there.is.'such’.a.".til.the “late.1980’s” certain-capabilities. . . Ingless—and that any -country is fully..
thing as “minimum deterrence,” and that *which General Brown, chairman of the protected against.a nuclear attack, even -
" once a nation has achieved-a position-of. . Joint Chiefs of Staff, indicated in his de- =@ first strike,.so long as-it has a.“mini-
minimum- nuclear deterrence there is'no -« fense posture statement submitted to the - mum deterrent” capability—may a,,rgue :
additional advantage to be-gained from :Congress. last -January, indicated.very - that although the Soviets have.the capa=~ -
increasing nuclear . weapons. In -other - clearly they were likely to ha.ve by the bility of knacking-out much of our land- .
words, nuclear “superiority” is meaning- : ear1y1980’s atthe latest, = " based ICBM force; they would never ex--

ercise that capability in: practice: ' Why
tain point .repneaentm increased deter

5 " - - Because-our- submarine : missile- force
,rence. e R i ; MJomtsChiefs»ef St.aﬂ .on -these key mili- ..
.In sharp cont:ra.sf. Was & recenbstate-ﬁ*tary*mttem mather-than.those:of the
ment ‘by Mr::Paul-Nitze, confirmed-t6~" - 5 g ;
some -extent - by top “Pentagon - officials Brieﬁy the stndy‘reachw‘th&foll
_that-at some point’rin-the —1980'3 U.s X

would still be Intact-and:with t we.could :

“But-this argumient, overlooks-one sig
.niﬂmt Lact :spelled “out in--the: study.,
-that everrafter: a-postulated So-

] A R viet first strike wiping -out a sizable por--
statement is. true,.ﬂ;ds n;ost dismn&a 981, depending upon- Soviet Ieen&.v Ve~"-tion of .our-land-based -ICBM forces,"
and those of .us.in Congress.charged with:¢ hicle-(RV). warhead yield, 12:percent t0- ' Soviets would have thousands.of -nuclear:s
- providing for the-common defense hav )
" an~urgent: obligation to 'determin i
- truth-or falsity :===r=% -’ :

~-Actordingly. .
the House Armed Servides Committes to -

entryvehicles.:eoﬁld kill at-.léast,zs‘ ‘Per~. study has. lgj;!ed -0 .SnSL‘BM s do;no :
ent of -the-U.8:isilos—790::This. would.» ha\;‘g eithgrxgthe “Héld-~ iors
eave: thousands-of RV’s tor other‘ta.rgets: " knock * out’ - these” - remai

- Second:. Sof e In 'Iczm, their retaliatory-ca abmty.comct'_
analyze Mr. Nitze’scharge and advise m ¢ s &g

whether his .contention=could be sup "4,285' TUS.. RV’s (100 percent-of the - indust:m targets; - A

ported by fact. How can we know wheth< U‘.S.Jaml -and sea~based ballistic. mlssile: 0. he -sure, in: tha.f.mode thgy could»s

- er the Soviets can knock out -most-of our:: forces en:alert)- were: dispatched against & stﬂl deliver -considerable- devastation to + .

land-based ICBM’s-in:the 1980’s? Can.:U.S.S.R.silo targets, as.many.as. 15 PEL™ many parts-of the Soviet:Union. But be-*

we demonstrate the truth of such-a prop-~<"cent—209-cut of?1'300—80vi€t~“8ﬂ°8m8ht . cause’ the Soviets ‘wouldstill-have thou-

osition in terms that can be clearly:and befdestroyed. . .. sandsiof warheads available, .a decision.

. simply presented:to the-average citizen? 7 "Third: . "~ <iin ~ 78 -.~" on our-part.to launch an SLBM retalia-

- Too much of the discussion about nu-% By the mid '1980’s U.S. silo kill ‘cap-~- -tory “attack would in all probability be

" -clear weapons must be carried on behind. - ability could reach as high as 65 percent . followed by an immediate counterattack

 closed doors and.in classified documents.-“only if the 550 Minuteman III missiles ooninct our cities. ‘Under - those. circum-

I insisted, therefore, that our staff give -are- upgraded in accuracy and: Jield stances, -therefore, -a:decision to‘launch -

me-thefacts-about thealleged wiilnerabil- per current ’U'S"Ah' Force plans.”> *> American-SLBM’s ‘would, -as a practical ’

ity-of our land-based ICBM force in un-~ : b ST T D matter; amount b0 s deciston to wipe out :
classified form, if‘available, so that the .- U8, sea.-based "Poseidon nuc‘!e ‘mis- :_our own ;principal. cities. Hence any.

full story on this obviously highly impor " . tiomal .
tant issue could bomade public. .

“--quest.. Iﬁs asoberand dxsturbms study
" and deserves, in‘'my judgment, to be-read ¥
and* understoodt by>every - American. S

T b

by s natebasing’ ‘scheme {such as: thi ‘mohile
’ “This unclassified- a.ssmsment wa.s ‘mades - MX1ispursued,at.great-cost
. possible by virtue« of the fact:that - ther&. m

a-nuclear- force ‘capable’ oLdeten:ing,

Representative ; Tnoms J. Dowmw - achievi posxtion ‘of numerical paﬂty - Soviet first strike:
_Demaocrat of New:York, containing a full © and:a’] tion of. supenonty,with rospect  adequate deterrent.

-table-of Soviet nuclear missile numbers.: »One unidentified U.S. omcle.expressed'l
and types, together with their yield and. a. _ 5 : : wgraphically ~ in" Aviation--Week -and
measure of their. accuracy.. This - tabl onsiderin the asymmehy&whidh will.- Space Technology for November 7,197
forms-the basis for the committee stafl’s~“efist between -the Soviets and United A credible deterrént only exists on the basis
conclusions. Since Mr:-DowNEY has been- *States forces,” current SATT IT- negotia- Of assured retaliation 1f an-aggréssor disarms -
a staunch advocate of the adequacy of tlons “which center around reductions in ;" Lmself, in- the- o oo gression and.
America’s present nuclear force his fig- . ‘the total numbers- of missiles .and the weg;:ns %avt;":;“ nz?:;‘;t:;fit: ;e:cle:;l
-ures must be dssumed not to be weighted, number of missiles with MIRV.capabili-.- g:expe pO;

. .irx a.first strike,; the aggressor:would.be pow- "
_in the direction of making Soviet capa~ - ties" * * * are “meaningless”  * *.:% 7 erless-to shoot back when-the U.S. retalinted. :.

blﬂétiﬁ]s1 look more impresswe than they “without 'any:concurrent .consideration:- But: t:::, llsho longer true-today. If the U.S.s
actually are, ~ ez -, .- ETToN 4«‘ of “'weapon elds and accuracy e ' respo t must WOrry. abouttha large and-
~In this connection, et me make .it asthrolv)vowegéht Een e w ot 5, Browing:- X = ]

clear that while we accepted Mr. Do K

- EY’s fgures on those items which would
be classified in' any official Department:"
of Defense study,.we did not necessarily
accept the Downey chart’s estimates .o
those items that.do not lnvolve hard in-

“Without some: verifiable ilmmitations on: - the. us,.. Aruth
yleids-and.accuracy, any Hmitations on- m,,. - which the atta.ched ‘study brings out,.and .
. sile flight testing and nuclear:warhead:test~- to:which'the American ‘people- and. the
mg +[asTecently- proposed -by -the;USSR] ‘- Congress ‘must: promptly address. them-
Areeze the nited Smtes posi~.. selves; Moreover, -




.be fully underst,ood and pondered before’
Congress agrees to any strategic arms

., - America permanently into such a.dan-
- gerous and devastating nuclear inferior-

" ity

.7 Under leave to extend my remarks,
the study referred to above follows:

BTRATEGIC MISSILE COUNTERFORCE CAPABILITY
- Umm STATES vs. THE Sovn-:'r UNION

QUESTIONS .

Does the United States now possess a secure

- and survivable land-based m’oercontinental
ballistic missile deterrent?. __

Could the United States, even in a ﬁrst
strike situation, destroy the land-based in-
tercontinental ballistic missile capability of
the Soviet Union in order to prevent a retal-
jation by those forces?

. . situation, destroy the land-based intercon-
[ tinental missile forces.of the United States
) 50 BS fo prevent a retaliation by those t‘orees?

- BUMMARY

time and that they will become more vulner-

" accuracy of the Soviet ICBM’'s improves. A
-careful analysis shows that, if the entire
available force of ICBM’s and sea-launched =
ballistic missiles (SLLBM) of the United States
‘were to be targeted on 1,300 silos considered
10 be operational within the Soviet Union,

" at best about 16 percent of the Soviet missile
sllos would be put out of action by current
U.5. systems. This percentage could increase
to 68 percent by the 1980’s omly if the 550
MINUTEMAN III missiles are upgraded in ac-
curacy. a.nd yield per cun-ent U.s Alr Force
plsms

‘thna high yields of Soviet missile warheads
and the lack of sufficient hardening of the
silos in the United States, the Soviet Union
could put out of action a large fraction of all
Urnited States land-based ICBM’s and still
have & considerable percentege of its land-

1imitation agreement that would freeze

ST Could the Soviet Union, in a first strike’

~ 'J‘his study shows that the land-based i:n-’_ ’
tercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) forces -
of the United States are vuinerable at this-

. &ble within the next four to five years as the -

_Conversely, the" study shows .that due to'

based missiles &nd all of -it's sea-based mis--

ON GRESSIONAL RECORD HOUS

tnad. In such a case, the Soviets ‘might be
willing to absorb an attack by less accurate -

and lower yield sea-launched missiles and.

by penetrating bombers which might escape
the Soviet -antiballistic missile and air de-

\fense systems. If the United States were to

receive sufficient warning, and if all United
States ICBM’s were fired on_warning at the

Soviet Union, the Soviet missiles would, of -
course, fall -upon empty holes. In such a case,
some portion of the missiles of the United.

States would also fall upon empty holes and.
some upon the Soviet missnes retained in
reserve. :

Various scena.rios can be conceived where -

- only a limited number of missiles are fired .

at a limited number of targets. Because of
the many variables and unknowns involved, -
an analysls of what could happen in each .
and every possible scenario is impractical.

' This study examines the overall capability of :.
United States strategic missile systems to de- -

stroy hardened Soviet silos and the capability .-
of the Soviets to destroy hardened United

States suos.A ﬁrst strike ns assumed in both -

nuclear weapons on “soft” targets such:as
cities and industrial sites. However, -very lt=.
tle information has appeared -concerning
-weapons effects upon hardened underground

targets such as missile silos. -

There are several ways to destroy a. sﬂo—-s-
by crushing it with sufficient overpressure, -
by creating & crater, or- creating enough- -
ground motion. Crushing requires the crea-
tion of peak overpressures of thousands of-
pounds per square inch (PSI). Cratering, on . -
the other hand, by the explosion of a nuclear
weapon close to the ground, can dig.out .or
rupture silo walls or bury the sllo head-
works under the tons ot debrls~ejected rrom

the crater.

“The distance from the target which a
weapon must be detonated ir order 1o create
sufficient overpressure .and/or._ cratering 'is" .

* doubling for an 8-fold increase in yield—1
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a IOoIold {ncrease tn the explos!ve yield ,For
example, 1 kiloton creates a-crater with a -
radius of 60 feet in dry soft rock, while it
would require s 10 kiloton explosion to cre-
ate a crater with a radius of 120 feet in the
same geological material. Ejected material.
causes & significant mound of debris around
the crater, usually at a distance which is 25
percent greater than .the crater radius.

The lethal radius for cratering and burial
doubles with a 10-fold increase in ezplosive .
power, while overpressure will double with an -

8-fold increase in yield. This would indicate -
that ‘with current and predicted silo hard-
ness, and with published system accuracies,
overpressure will be the major factor in silo -
destruction. As system accuracy improves, :
however,- the silo will be within'the crater 'A
generated by a surface burst, thereby-pro- -
viding two letbal mechanisms, For the re-
mainder of this. report, only ‘the eﬁects ot
.overpressure will be considered. -

The following table indicates lethal radlus

‘KT vs. 8 KT vs. 64 KT, It also indicates the |
scaling’ factor and 8,600 'PSI-lethal ra.dius
for certain nuclear weapomn yields attributed
to SOVl and U.s bamstic misslle svstems g

13,500 p.ss
-t r:r_adius (feet) | '

1000 kllotons is generally referred lo us a mega!on (M),

'I'he ~scaling eﬁect of overpressure makes »

known as the weapon's lethal radius. In the'rthe accuracy of delivery systems a key fac-

past, the overpressure efiect has had ‘the
larger letbal radius. However, as sflos bave

6ils forces available for other targets.

.. - .'The study_assumes that a sufficient num-
. ber of reentry vehicles (RV) carrying war-

been increasingly hardened, cratering phe-
nomena have become more important; and’
for this reason, the accuracy of missile sys-
tems in relation to the weapon’s.explosive

heads will be targeted on each silo s0 as to -

power, or 'yield, has become more important.

| . sssure a 76 percent -probability of destruc- £ Weapon with very -good accuracy -relative
: tion. Improvements in Soviet missile accu-
racy, as was announced recently by the Sec-
| : relary of Defense, (and the deployment of’
1 .~ their missiles at a rate of 100 and 150 & year)
- "could be used to efther.increase the proba-’
- bility of destruction -of U.S. missile sllos
- above 75 percent or to target other U.s.
P ~agsets,’ . .
N All of the data. used in this study are from
- - unclassified sources. A major source was the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of September .20, 1976,

peages 5§16210-16218. Tables III and IV of that
. reference included the data used in this

- analysis on the number of reentry vehicles- ) .

| per missile, warheod yield, eysiam seouracy, i - DO eTerpressure of 8500 FSY et 98
| evausbity, and reabliity. at 320 feet, while a 900 kiloton (9 megaton)
i .© JTHE CONCEPT OF COUNTERFORCE :

Counterforce as a deterrent envisions the
targeting of the nuclear strike forces of a
potential enemy in order to destroy those:

- forces and prevent an attack, or to limit the .
enemy’s ability to retaliate with unsaccept-.
[N able force. Several scenarios are obvious
within the concept of counterforce. One ob-
vious scenario is that the Soviet Union might
launch a massive surprise attack aimed at

+- the destruction of the United States' ICBM
and manned bomber forces. In a “worst case”
situation, Soviet planners might calculate
that such an attack could destroy the land-’

! © - based portion of the U.S. deterrent along
with & part of the manned Dbomber leg of the

silo because.its low yleld may not provide.

hand, a relatively inaccurate missile with
high yield may destroy a hardened silo be
cause of its large lethal radius. The Sep
tember 20, 1976, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD insert:
-refers to new or refurbished Soviet silos which
are hardened to 3500 PSI. A few examples -

sions on targets’ of that hardness may, there- .
fore, be useful. - ’

nated on a.relatively flat surface will pro-’

1917 feet. Where overpressure is concerned,
therefore, & 8 megaton weapon can be about
6 times less accurate than a 40 kiloton weap--
on and create roughly the same degree of

Cratering phenomena vary accord!:ng to the’
ground in which a silo 1s .built. Data are
.available on hard rock, soft rock, and ordi-
nary soil, either wet or dry. A silo can be
rendered inoperable by cratering by a 1 kilo~
ton explosion at about 50 feet in dry hard

plosion-of the same size can destroy the silo
out to 80 feet In wet s0fl or wet soft rock,’

' to other missiles may not damage a hardened

s large enough lethal radius. On the other’

with respect to the effect of nuclear explo--

dama,ge - ~

rock due to rupturing and/or burial. An ex- -

The letba.l radius from cratering dogbles with ..

~tor in silo destruction or incapacitation. For.
instance, a 1 kiloton explosive has an-over-
pressure of 3500 PSI at 95 feet; this peak
overpressure falls to 400 PSI at 200 feet. On
the other hand, had the explosion. occurred
70 feet from -the. target, the peak overpres-’
sure at the target woul have . been 10 000
N .\

: Smteglc misslle sysfem accuracy (some-
times expressed as-inaccuracy) .is given In-
terms of the eircular error probable (CEP) - R
for each delivery system. The CEP is defined .
as the radius of & circle within which 50 per-.
cent of .all missiles aimed-at the center of
the circle will impact. The other 50 percent:
will meact beyond- that radius. It follows,’
therefore, that Af_a warhead (RV) has a
lethal. radius equal to its CEP, one-half of.
the .time it is fired :at a -target it would. be

~ sufficiently close ‘to kill- the 'target.-If the
A 1 kiloton (KT) nuclear explosive defo-_.

-lethal radius of the warhead is smaller than '
the warhead’s CEP, then the probability of a.
“target kill by -the warhead is less than one-" -
half. For ‘weapons having & larger lethal

. radius than their CEP, the probability of a -
explosion produces the same overpressure at -

target kill is increased accordingly. For this
reason, 1t is necessary to compute the single
shot kill probability (SSKP) for each system.
This determination is necessary in order to
assess the relative capabilities of strateg!c ’
missile systems. In maeny cases, several RV's.
must be assigned to each hardened target In

" order to attain a desired probability that the

target ‘will- be destroyed or disabled. Some

- of these RV’s simply make up for the non-

perfect rellability of each of the system, pro-
~vided they come from different missiles.
When one warhead does go off near another
warhead, the first may destroy the ‘subse-
- quently arriving one. This phenomenon i3
known as fratricide. This paper -will lgnore
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this possible fratricide. Because the values of . &lso-assumes that the MINUTEMAN ITI ‘18~ because of cost of survivability reasons. The - ..
destruction achievable.by the Soviets depend.." significantly upgraded from a current SSKP - most reasonable -means to-accomplish these- *
less on multiple RV attacks of single targets.. of..11- percent to MM II/MK 12A -with a ends ia probably to develop accurate mobile -
than does that.of the-U.S. this spproxlma-’;iiSSKP ‘of 56 percent.. If these - qualitative - missiles .with sufficlent ylelds, S8ome such.:
tion will overstate U.S. capability much more?y;changes are-not made; it Is obwious that the - multiple aimpoint basing scheme would
than that of the Soviets. It should be borne: "7.3. silo kill capability will remain closer to- cause the Soviets to expend very large num-
in mind, however, that the targeting-of more - the 200. value than the 800 value attributed _ bers of RV's targeted at many different aim- .
then 3 RV’s on a target-is highly impractical. - “to the. 1980's foree::. . - i £ % - 77 points In order to be sure of getting one RV
U.S. STRATEGIC™ MISSILE SYSTEMS:VS g ,~Table~III 1is. the projected Soviet .land---ontoaU.8,ICBM.. . - . - .-~ IR
. STRATEGIC MISSILE SYSTEMS based: ICBM -capability against U.S. silos, us- s ahtzreézi;li:et %os'ltlons of the United States”
- o R " ing the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD article values. = and the nlon with respect to ICBM's, . °
eagﬁl:,' |g§;“:§%g?bm?te$ :f::aﬁtefg "~TIt should-be clearly understood that, accord- - and other nuclear forces, brings into serlous .
develop single shot*killprobability (SSKP) : - ing to-Secretary Brown’s remarks about the - Questlon several aspects of the ongoing SALT
values for each system of-both nations..The: DEW Soviet ICBM.systems, these systems LI Tegotiations. It is acknowledged in most
SSKP is most readily determined using:spe~ . Will'be in place in.the very early 1980’s. ' .\ Quarters that the Soviet Union has used the

cial circular slide.rules, For those interested: " Table III projects the number of RV's,.of Very liberal (to them) SALT.X provisions to
in calculating SSKP-vatles, Appendix I‘lists ;* different.assumed ylelds, that would be re- = 8chieve a position of numerical parity and
the slide rule designers::The. appendix-also.. guired to achieve a 75 percent probability of | 2 Position ‘of superfority with respect; to
provides the necessary-equations and charts:: destroying a .U.S. sllo hardened to 1000 PSI -Phrow weight and warhead yleld. ~ .., -4
to develop-the ssgp;-v:ﬁe, mathematically, < and to'2000 PSI.. Note that above.4 megatons, - * Current SALT proposals center arcund re-:
Two assumptions-have -been made in ‘& af the.assumed CEP, only one RV ductions in the total numbers of missiles-;
termining whethersthe:U.S. or USSRy 0!
neither, has an-edge-in silo destruction. The:
first” assumption /18 that’ the new -Sovie
© ICBM missiles—the ; “Fourth~ Generation®,
Which® Secretary -Brown-described recently=-:
will be housed. in the: best stlos available:
These can bé -hardened.to. 3500 PSI,7as in«
dicated in the CONGRESSIONAL RECOED artl-
cle. Second, the United .States appears.to
have no plans. to:build-new silos or install
& new naissile.system;:with.the possible ex.
ception. of . MX.:'U.S:srsilos, therefore, are
probably in the hardness:range. of, 1000- PSK
to a maximum of 2000 PSL. % R g
-To attaln a desired level- of probability
that an attacked silo:will>be. destroyed can ..
require that oné or:many weapons be tar--
geted.-on that silo.2The.number of weapons
,required is relateditoithe single-shot kit
probability and the’desired confidence level.

%,

“the mumber-of Soviet- RV’s that: would 'be
~required: to-destroy 76 percent of these 1054

some -~ verifiable ' -limitation on
~ylelds -and accuracy, any limitation on, misg-

1le flight testing and nuclear warhead test-
ing can only freeze the United States into a

that the Soviets have 1300 silos. With SS-17,

55-18; and SS-19 systems in place, this could: >3 0+ 1
represent 7,000 of more-MIRV'’s, in fact.these bosition of strategic inferiority—a condition

ystema do or can. carry 6 to 8 RV'S.“Thess ' is observed by the United States, but Dot by:.
; warheads, however, according to the CON- " the goviet Union. Such agreements would bg
GRESSIONAL-RECORD table, would be.in. _tl_lfi»»- -not- only imprudent, but they. would also,
megaton and below range. - .. 7y L7 ,- be_conirary to national policy-as expressed
-The answers to the questions posed-at.the ' in Public Law 92-448 i.which, *. . . urges.and
Computational ‘proc  Bre, explained . in - beginning of ‘this .study . appear be' s . requests the President to seek a future treaty
Appendix I. B eSOt A wr ollows ;> T-TiEr g e s U ":that,-inter alia, would not lmit the United "
For this report;. kill level of - .. The: land-based intercontinental ballistie . States:to Ilevels of intercontinental _stra-
75 percent has beemr-chosen as representa~ -. missile - (ICBM) .-deterrent of the United- tegic “forces inferior to the limits provided

tlve and reasonable. Table I indicates the..-States Is vulnerable to a surpriss attack by .. for the Soviet Union.” (Emphasis added)’
X -CONCLUSION - . - - =% -ome &

e

SSKP—uingle shot kill ‘probability~of kill-- Egh-yield Soviet ICBM's. Vulnerability. will
ing a Soviet silo hardened -to 3500 PSI. Using .-increase as new and -more accurate Soviet oo i
POSEIDON as ‘anyexample, note that its-. missiles are deployed. .- L A Qasxcan_:nv’eoncluded.that vhrough 1?80’ i
SSKP 133 percent.-This is the resuit of a- . Current U.S. ICBM and SLBM forces con--.. 4285 US. RV's (100 percent of the U.3. land-"
-low yleld warhead:and.a large circular error.i.’stituts “only a-16. percent threat:agalnst | 1 n-ﬁ“'bmd' ballistic - missile_ forces on -
As'a consequence; 1twould require 35 RV's.:Soviet hardened ICBM sttes. This threat can = 21°Tt) ‘Were dispatched. sgainst U.S.SR. silo
e Increased to 65 percent only if MINUTE-.- argets,- as many as 15 percent—209 outof.
‘ 1300—Sovlet- silos’ might be \destroyed. ‘By

o

o £ «’.}«

Table: II'" considers ‘projected ,numbers-of*
missiles, RV’s, availability .of the system to
be on. an. alert status and system reliability—._.-
its abilily to.get to.the:target. Using TTTAN:
II as an-example, note:that.46.of the RV
with- 9 imegaton-warheads,:are ‘avallable
be targeted. However, ;because -of -1ts* large: w .

. CEP; 3040 feet 'and:reliability of 0.8, it .ri onfirmed - attack,;: Soviet - ICBM-: forces: in:

quires 5 RV’s to achieve at Teast’ the desired ™ :the early 1980’s could:desttoy all. U.S. ICBM'S-" Res. 1227, Sepember 30, 1972, ..JQ?E: Resollu

ftion:-Approval  and ‘authorization ‘for the.
President. of the United States to accept an
Interim ‘:Agreement . Between-” the ..United
.States of -America and the:Union‘of Soviet
_+Socialist Republics on Certain Measures With
._Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Qﬂgn— 4

- E o

sive Arms.

USS.R.. RV’s could-kill-at:least 75 percent.
rof.the U.8. stlos—790. This v -
\:sand_a of. RV’s for oth

75 percent probability.of destruction 'of one’ -8, first strike with a-high degres ‘of:

3500 PSI silo.. Therefore, with 5- RV’s<per I .

the target, the entire TITAN II force would’
AN S 2

be expected to kill only 7 silos.*:

Footnotes 8 and 4 of Table IT indicate that:
the .totsl U.S. MIRV’ed force i3 below the
1320 total allowed.under SALT I. Table II-

maintati a.credible deterrent and strategic
stabillty, viet: improvements n -missile -
-accuracy must be countered. Further hard-
‘ening of-U.S..: be the answeér

“Countersilo ..

eoret:
ical L kill

Y. sy " Lethality |~ abiiy
. . =4 abili A _Lethality - abili
Missile g “(om) _ (per R\tI;
Pre:énl:
. Titan i}
Mi i
;ola(i‘s A-34

Footnotes at ml of hlih.



“Humbers " Thiow-" " ‘Availo_,
fo. weight , ability
[{ ) ( )

.abnlny RV's per Yvefd per
(pescent) -- mns«le RV(M'T)

ln;z:u Lo
racy  Lethality -« lbohty -
T Anm) " (per RV} ~tpercent).

- Fheoret- < .

Jiead T kil N

; Prob- .- - USSR silos?

surwvmg attack -
(percent)

L

Earty 1980's:30 L7
S Minuteman 111, Mk 12
Tnden“ 4500-

nge.
nden‘ tl,l MARV shoft nnge__
“Trident 1,¢-MARV, short fange.. ..,

4-1Thecﬂectofamwglevelvabiekvuponasmglesvlo' T : B
'$ Assumes the entire listed missile system is used in an attempt to destroy thnn re znemy snln
mm exi) 2 RdV s“ pe; silo are used to the exmlt penmtied by avallable numbers
mbined attac|
o lp' A 3-unit nonmdependenﬂy targeted MIRV best vasuahzed ‘s a smgle RV wi -2 tnangular
- LTy axplosion,
K e :ﬂvlaﬂon Weell; and Space'l'echno!ogy, Oct. 13 197‘ p 17‘ .
el ) uf p
- % Hypothetical but plausible i ized confi

. 23
"~k small herdss-'ll s maybe
- sighificant effect of force capability. ey
1 While the SS-18 has been tested as ag
“{ assume att will be converted to MHN
eouMerva}ue L T

914 Trident ships,

S im Approximately 100 very old soft-sited SS-7 and SS-8 ICBM's with SMT yre'd low uccuracy
¢ bnd dubwus rz)hahtllty are omtted for brevity sm:e tbey are bemg re‘hred and make no ég‘gmﬁwm
ue b

! the unterval Y,
. wre nmmed as are the Zl SS—N-S Iow-capabmty mlsso(es. -

- 1880 Soviet SLBM's will- posess countervalve

1B Ry

value.

or it presents a wo
counterstlo and countervalue capabxllty ‘than the alternatives,

. : ~~ =M | have no basis for predicting’ the“hature of future Somt'swn'sxfnce They will probably

-+ 812 Trident ships with 24 missiies -each plus 30 farmorly-?oseadon shlps with 6 mnssnles each differ significantly from the- present rather’ primitive model
- sefficiency,

', covntersilo capability untl, tzrmmal gmdnnce is doployed

Trident
RS : Replacmgstandnm Tﬁdem uiﬁmvdonghps

Mygd.as £ mmn&.-mm ume 1( has no

MRV, d;ﬁioyed veisiaas repartedty usé single washeads.
mce pva rgher gpahﬂvly for bcm‘:suntersulo and

b LAl

!ﬂ pmbly’be SS—lTx.SS—lS‘s,»I:’ IIR\! SI.BH‘I. the pure’ SS-19 '
t Kmm

m ihat it bas higher - ~

e can, at by
lod ﬂuﬂhq mﬂ not mve a sngmfvcant
SIS . REESS

Yield - Lethal radius "
Ckitotons) - . (feet)

“—~ Number of Rv's for st lesst the desired -

. kill probability
© 050 - 0.5, 0.90

. e L ¥ o

5 Assumes yisld from 3 RV's in a fixed. tnangular ttern,

T
2 Derwed usmg lhe GE missile effectiveness calcu ator.

iy

367/63/09 -

'Any number (ves(er than 3 is ﬁ-ghly |mpracllcal. T
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mglblllty of
e ing~
each :Im 733

Polaris 1

'I'nhl

MM—II l/MK—lZA o
Trideni s,
Titan 11
MM--1i
Poseidon.

As:,uma Sovlet ICBM sy:tams CEPis } 250 R for each system Auumu MIRV'ed warhcads
unhannngeofyteldsftomaoomnnt eastSMt. d

TABLE IV.-U s.s.R,OVEﬁPRESSURE KILL OF ’us. SILOS - ' task ' entitled: "Future stra.togic .Aerospacs - tions avallable on most cula.tors. Rnow-
. Force Requirements,” a U.s. Alr Pocce -CODw lng CEFP and the lethal yadi
tract. Un.fortunately, g :

ot .S,
fv’w"vkh pomem pmgla'gnsl‘m
M'ﬂl

ﬂonnmumuthopeakoverpressurehud
‘nesaotagivantarget andthayleldotthe

o ; #n” “{s-the numbér ‘b wea.pona “fired
“The General ‘Electric (GE) .0ompany’s. m:‘,’mrfu; °h“i ”ﬂnmes:"v’;u:?" “ﬁf‘}.ﬁ:."s‘” frony different missil
‘Heavy Military Electronic Systerns, Division byt PPN, . The ' number- of weapons—-n
developed a “Misslle- Effectiveness Calcul-- desu'ed Px(n) isobtalnedfrom'
“ator” which provides a-means of. quickly ;
© evaluating the effect-of changes in- various
weapon system parameters on the. peﬂorm-
" ance of the System s r~ra-" > a5 f o lAed™ L
The Missile. Effectiveness. -Calculator .-is -
used to.show the lethal radius of a weapon .
when used agalnst point targets.of specl- .’ o
fled hardness; to-convert this to single shot -
kill probability (SSKP) for a range of CEP’s
and to show the cumulative kill probability
wher. more: than-on weapon is ﬂred agalnst
a target, = e : ' ” .
The Rand corporation has developed. the *“Lethal Tadtus lncreasa (°l‘ decrea.sea) .88
“Damaged . Probability Compuiter for' Polnt * the-0.33 power of the weapon of interest .
Targets with P and’ Q. Vulnerability Nums’ eompared to a one kﬂqto weapon.. By jua=_ Increase in
bers.” It i3 designed-to ald militafy analysts Hon:- SR iyield.._.
ard planners in making quick’ estimates of - Des[t ] A
the expected -outcomes. of attacks ‘against . -
overpressure-sensitive -targets (PVNs) and -
« dynamic-pressure-sensitive targets (QVNs).'
It. was prepared undet the Projoct RAND

. " If one does not have a-hand’ calculator (s}
160 - 1ogarithm tables, 'values of lethal radius,
1120 - otc.,,’ can ‘be - derived arithmetically. It w
7110 pointed out-that lethal radius doubles with’
=101 _.an 8-fold increase in .yleld: The .followin,
:gg table indicates the lncrease in lethal radlus-

T . Proportional
This “equation ‘can Do solved: using’ log.n\ Wbm“"
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Weapon against the same target? 1 megaton? The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a ;;%ubwnmmtﬁogc?g?gmﬂij gogigfgg
From the 1 ET Lethal Radius Table, 500 ~previous order of the House; the gentle-- al't%OHI el Erh HeRlbility of Podorat-
PSI 4s found to & distance of 190 feet. A—.man from Maine (Mr. CQKEN) 13 Tecog ‘on.the elderly. The e
i ) ‘nized for 5 minutes, . © - eimbursement policles -make it impos-
‘ Mr.-CQHEN. Mr; Speg;ker’ I am mtro sible. for States to control costs for serv-
o dueing.-. Ieglslatlon today - with my:- col
-league on the House Select Committee on - -Portion of their medicaid budgets. While -
+Aging;. Chairman Perper, to.set -up a'-0Rly.5 percent of the medicaid popula-
program. of special -grants to..States ta . ‘tion reside- in mstitutions, they acoount
belp .meet : the needs .of -this- Nation’s: : -.of.
“w’chronically 41l and disabled elderly. - We reXpenditures - under-the - ‘program. States
intend-~to Joﬁer thxs }egxs}amon as “an ca.n only cut costs by" eliminating out-

.“.Ench valug' of 8 douhles the lethu radiusdy
Note that 2.6 is. midway bétween 2xand 3x o

‘hascateredmmnlvtotheneeds ~backs not- only decrease the willingness’
of these elderly-citizens'whe are in good;;:0f, providers :to serve: -elderly. poor, -
; «The-health -and-social needs .of izthey:.alsa. increase:sthe =likelihood sthat
; an ion reldertywho/rmedical-assistance will. only::be sought
-mpairmerts have.not ‘rexs:through expensive, inpatient means.
adeqnste attmtmfﬁnndemcthe,‘ evidence -is “growing. ihat,«othe‘
‘Whi ﬁm of - community.,support,. such . as

e-aging. - Instea.d ~cludes that “untfl-older: people.. become -
:-existmg~ servic .- delivery -system greatly or-extremely: Impaired. the cost
~-labels--older--people as- either “healthy"j‘”
megaton weapon -and -not in need: of services or Hsick” and

T AT needing institutionial care.:. .. : of‘bomecare includes the-value of gen-.

XA, : = # : . “Federal programs. They find themselves - -reluctant to- pick up: the-eosts for these

" e s%m canewgesdemmmcﬁ t“:ogv:he either’ without help or.placed in costly:-less” intensive service™dcltvery systems
X - institutinns. Institutional -care .is. aften because they would Ane -

: : "not the best mode of care,sbut because
; ﬁgtancml alternatives to -such -care .are
gl ' not. available, -1t becomes’ nmm ‘A
Eeptesenmﬁvewnes -of BSEPdorinrbus trac D A i
rmos of’ 1eum radius.to CEP:follow: mc?mwagewmm ;;n" of . .

Be i ‘
'_ 1and thé. OMer.AmeﬂcansAct, provide -
s+:Jong-term medical or supportive services
“for the: elderly in thei:lion’:es.ﬂ

aeligibﬂity requirements mdjncome M=
) increases in*vdts**and,often they are -governed: bycon-
of ‘péople licting: -~ No - wonder-

3 dlon . persons, and almost. one-fifth-are%stire :

Some representa.uvo"valuee are’ presented limited in mobility, while over two-fifths ~needed: by the -chrondeally i1l -and "dis-

below, for a reuabﬂity of one -are limited in activity by chronic. dis="" abled elderly. These programs would be
«abilities.’ This Is more than doubleqthe ‘responsible- for patient -assessment, re-

‘incidence. of chromc»dlsabmty in:.any. “fe rral. to: 4

ypws voﬂlerage group. -~

*Th primary pm'pose of patient a.ssess-
:ment is to improve patient care by deter=-
. are necessary .to meet’ the needs of the mining the type-and intensity of serv-
.~ chronically ili a.nd disabled’ eldeily. The " ices “needed. These . services would be
. ‘needed steps have not been taken largely’ “drawn from the services already author-
;3 because of anticipated cost and prolifera~ '.ized under title IT of. the Older Améri-
tion and fragmentation of Abose service. cans: Act, emphastzing those designed
euveryeﬁ' > i Ha.meet the mm 'thera.peutic, re-

i 7" e
3 o
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